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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, paper number 5, mailed February 12, 2004, the Examiner has 
objected to the specification because a brief summary of the invention is missing. Pursuant to 
M.P.E.P. § 608j01jCd), briefjunim^ should, when set forth, be commensurate with the 
invention a$ claimed. Accordingly, the Applicant resp^tflilly submits that inclusion of summary 




Claims 2, 12, 24, 27 and 30 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C. § 1 12, first paragraph. The 
Applicant respectfully submits that these claims find support in the Applicant's specification on 
page 7, lines 14-18, on page 9, lines 3-10, on page 10, lines 1-24, and on page 1 1, lines 22 
through page 12, line 23. In this manner, the Applicant believes that the section 112 rejection is 
traversed. 

Claims 1, 8-1 1 and 18-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent number 6,330,61 1 to Itoh, et al. (hereinafter, "Itoh"). Claim 1 calls for a method 
including receiving on a first client a message from a server addressed to the client and 
controlling management of data storage by the client based on information included in the 
message. 

The Itoh reference fails to teach controlli ng manag ement of data storage by the client 
based on inform ation included i n the message. The Examiner cites fiigure 2, column 4, lines 66 
through column 5, line 27 and column 7, line 26 through column 8, line 14 in support of the 
rejection firom the Itoh reference. Instead, the Itoh reference in the cited portion merely teaches a 
request-response protocol in a server-client architecture. Control of tnanagement of data storage 
is not even remotely taught or suggested, let alone in the manner contemplated by the Examiner, 
That is, claim 1 includes the limitation of controlling management of data storage by the client 
based on the information in the message from a server. However, no control of management of 
data storage by client based on information included in the message fit)m a server is taught in the 
Itoh reference. Accordingly, claim 1 is not anticipated by the teachings of the Itoh reference. 
The Examiner is respectfully requested to consider allowance of claim 1 and claims depending 
therefirom. 

In the relevant cited portion of the Itoh reference, the Itoh reference merely teaches 
retrieval and printing of appropriate data using a client-server architecture in which a request- 
response protocol is followed. See, col. 5, 11. 10-12, Further, in column 7, line 25, a peripheral 
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device is disclosed including a client control unit, a data memory unit and a server control unit. 
Using the client and server control units, the peripheral device updates the information already 
stored in the data storage unit or alternatively new information is stored in the data storage unit. 
However, the peripheral device does not control mana:gement of data memory unit. 

The peripheral device merely accesses the data storage unit via a task command unit for 
retrieving response data. Based upon the response data, the cUent control xmit updates 
information already stored in the data storage unit via a task command unit. In this manner^ the 
storage of information on the client based on the information included in the message from a 
server is not controlled by the peripheral device taught in the Itoh reference because the server 
control unit of the Itoh reference controls what gets stored or not stored by directing the client 
control xmit on the peripheral device. That is, it is the server control unit which determines the 
storage of information on the client rather than the client itself based on the information from the 
server. 

Claims 2-7, 12-17, and 22-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Itoh reference and further in view of U.S. Patent number 5,561,637 to Dan, 
et al, (hereinafter, "Dan"). The method of claim 2 includes defining a messaging service type 
and message identification to dynamically control storage for groups of clients or individual 
chents. 

The Examiner admits that the Itoh reference does not teach this limitation. However, the 
Examiner cites the Dan reference to provide the teaching of a multicast messaging group in 
column I, lines 50-67. Rather than defining a messaging service type and messaging 
identification to dynamically control storage for groups of clients or individual clients, the Dan 
reference merely teaches broadcasting a portion of data to the clients in a multicast group in 
response to determining that the service request was from the leader. 

In other words, the dynamic control of storage for groups of clients or individual clients 
is not taught or even remotely suggested by the Dan reference let alone by defining a messaging 
service type and messaging identification. In the Dan reference, multiple clients are serviced by 
video streams dehvered from a central video server. Dynamic control of storage for groups of 
clients or individual clients is not taught or suggested by the pace control for multicasting in a 
video server environment of the Dan reference. In this manner, the specific limitations of claim 
2 are not addressed by the cited reference. 
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Accordingly, claim 2 is not rendered obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art in view of the combination of the Itoh and Dan references. Thus, both the references even 
considered alone or together fail to teach claim 2 limitations, as set forth above. Therefore, 
claim 2 is in condition for allowance which is respectfully requested of the Examiner. The 
Examiner is respectfully requested to consider all pending claims. 

hi view of these remarks, the application is now in condition for allowance and the 
Examiner^s prompt action in accordance therewith is respectfully requested. 
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BEF ORE T HE OFFICE OF ENROLLMENT AND DISCIPLINE 
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



LIMITED RECOGNITION UNDER 37 CFR § 10.9(b) 

Dr, Sanjeev Kumar Singji is hereby given limited recognition under 37 CFR § 10.9(b) as an 
employee of Trop, Pnmer & Hu, P.C., to prepare and prosecute patent aj^Iications for clients 
of Trop. Pruner & Hu, P.C. in which a member of Trop, Pruner & Hu, P.C.. is the altotney of 
record. This limited recognition shall expire on the date appearing below, or when whichever 
of the following events first occurs prior to the date spearing below: (i) Dr. Sanjeev Kumar 
Singh ceases to lawfiUly reside in the United States, (ii) Dr. Sanjeev Kumar Singh's 
enq>loyment wiA Trop, Pruner & Hu, P.C. ceases or is terminated, or (iii) Dr. Sanjeev 
Kumar Singh ceases to remain or reside in the United States cm an H-IB visa. 

This document constitutes proof of such recognition. The original of this document is on file 
in the Office of Enrollment and Discipline of the U.S. Patent and Trademaric Office. 



Expires: January 14, 2005 




Hany I. Moate ^--S> 
Dtrector of Enrollment and Discipline 
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